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Honorable Sir: 

This Reply Brief, subrtittted pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 41.41 is responsive to the Examiner's Answer 
dated July 17, 2007 (hereinafter, "Examiners Answer"). The Examiner's Answer responded to 
Appellant's Appeal Brief, filed March 26, 2007, appealing from the Offfce Action mailed August 24, 2006. 
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REBUTTAL TO EXAMiNER'S RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT 

The Examiners response to Appellant's argument presented in the appeal brief appears on 
pages 16-21 of the Examiner's Answer. Appellant hereby replies to issues raised in the Examiner's 
Answer, generally in the order presented. The Examiner's Answer essentially limits its discussion to 
independent claim 1. 

APPELLANT DOES !NCLUDE DESTINATiON ADDRESS WiTH DATA PACKET DURING 
TRANSMISSION FROM FIRST TO SECQHD ADDRESS TRANSLATOR 

The Examiner's principal argument appears to be a new argument, not previously presented. 

The argument is that certain of Appellant's claim language, e.g., In claim 1, transmitting the data packet 

WITH the second destination address from the first address translator to a second address translator via 

the network" (emphasis added) does not mean that the destination address is necessarily " Included " with 

the data packet. (Examiner's Answer, pgs. 16-17) Appellant respectfully and emphatically disagrees for 

the following reasons. 

At the bottom of page 1 6 of the Examiner's Answer it is admitted that it is clear that the data 
packet includes a first destination address In the first cialm ilmitation of claim 1 . As noted at the top of 
page 17 of the Examiner's Answer, claim 1 then recites "CHANGING the first destination address to a 
second destination address." {emphasis added) Appellant submits that "changing an address" means 
"changing an address" and nothing more. Therefore, nothing else about the recited packet has changed 
- the "included" address remains necessarily included. 

An example of changing an address was given In the specification (see, pg. 8, line 28 - pg. 9, line 
28), in that example, a destination address and port Identifier is given as " 4.22,161 ,5:1444 " where the 
first four numbers {separated by periods) represent the IP address associated with sen/er 150 
{Appellant's Fig, 1) and the last number {separated from the others by a colon) represents a particular 
port on server 150, That address and port Identifier was changed, in that example, to " 4.22,161,118:289 ," 
It can be seen that "5" in the IP address section changed to "118" and "1444" in the port identifier section 



-2- 



PATENT 

U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 09/594,100 
Attorney Docket No. 99-422 



changed to "289." Note that the recited cfaim language terminology "changing" is used in Appelfanf s 
specification (at least pg. 9: line 12) to describe this address change activity. Importantly, nothing else 
about the data packet has been changed . The included address in the data packet, thereiore, remains 
included. 

Appellant's claim language: in and of itself, confirms this notion. Consider that the first limitation 
of claim 1 initially calls for a "data packet including a first destination address." That recited data packet 
remains unperturbed, but for an address change, as exemplified above. There is no other change to that 
data packet. Therefore, if that data packet, as admitted In the Examiner's Answer, includes an address 
prior to the address change, it necessarily must ificlude. sin address, albeit a changed address, after the 
address change. .There.is. nothing in 

beyond the bare address change . Indeed, the first step is receiving the data packet including an address, 
the secf>nd step is changing the address, and the third step is transmitting that data packet with the 
changed address. Since the claim language itself specifies that the address is included in the data 
packet, and since there is no claim language which modifies that inclusion, it is clear that the claim 
language itself guarantees that an address stays included in, or with, the data packet, contrary to the 
Examiners position. To argue otherwise simply does not give the clain-i language its due respect. 
Therefore, contrary to the Examiner's principal argument, the .cjajm jangyaae Jtself o^^^ 
transmitted data packet in Appellant's transmitting step to a data packet that includes an address .^ 

GELMAN DOES NOT tNCLUDE DESJmAllOH ADDR ESS WITH DATA PACKET DURING 
TRANSMiSSION FROM FIRST TO SECOND ADDRES S TRANSLATOR 



' Set' t.\ inuDL-f \ A)i>v c!, pii ]<- "V\ ti)lo appct! mfs -pcciflt.rtum mj) it-tc! to thu djt.i j-jt-kot Wnm U in>ni)ttcJ 
f)i>tn the ftfst .uklitff tKi()st<.lj) t(i tht st^ixid .kiiins.^ n.ni^t.itoi .is iiiLltidiiig ,f s^xkI dt.'->una!«i)i .ukliu; tht 
l.mLUi.iiic Jt tin cLfiu) is sucti tlkit tht cl.nnt is iM l)tn(kd tn m^-i tins mtotjULi.iBjn ' 

0(} pauc I ~ itt tlic 1 xaniiiiCiN \i}s\\C), iK jiguuK'tit rcKuns.' tit tA<i Jcstiiiat(i>(} pomss ti .uiJ C staunu ^^ itb 
"^<h^c shituid uhdci-uifKS stijt J n.idcl ihM is sen! lioni \\>i)^t \ h» point I'i is .i pukf! \Kiih j tusttu' i dfstttiJtKjn 
.uiJti." ofpimit B 'isnutcluji is wnttt-n in ms tvcttt ipjK'.w^ to hc)nc^t'^.^l)t If t- itij->a!cnft\ iDtonttuJ to 
>up}intt ttic IN.immc) - jMtfKij'jt .njjumcnt nutcJ aho^ c \\bi<.h h i- ht-on )dn)ttcJ above 



-3- 



PATENT 

U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 09/594,100 
Attorney Docket No. 99-422 

In direct contrast with the language of Appellants transmitting step, as discussed above, Gelman 
does not include its desttnation address with its data packet during its wireless transmission bet^veen its 
transfators. Nevertheless, on page 19 of the Examiner's Answer, bottom, it says: "Gelman then discloses 
that this data packet with the second destination address is transmitted from the first/source gateway to 
the second/destination gateway (cof 9, lines 21-31 This is pfainly wrong and is the crux of the instant 
appeal. 

This section says, in relevant part: "The source gateway appitcation 62A receives the paci<ets 
from the TCP layer 63A and fonvards [forwards] them to the WLP layer 60A, which transmits them over 
the satellite link 44." This bare reference to the WLP process in transmitting packets from gateway 62A 
to gateway 62B does not disclose any detail of how this transmission is accomplished. There is 
extensive detailed discussion in Geiman which does explain how this transmission is accomplished, but 
the previous Examiner decided not to consider this information which, in her view, was merely "extra" 
information. Appellant remains perple.xed over that decision, where relevant and detailed information in 
the reference may be intentionally ignored in favor of much less detailed snippets of information which 
are more easily mis-interpreled. 

When read in context of the fully-available information in Geiman, col. 9, tines 21-31 really mean 
that the data packet "with" the second destination address is no longer "with" the second destination 
address when tt ts being transmitted from the first source gateway to the second destination gateway. 
Rather, during transmission between gateways, it becomes the data packet without the second 
desttnation address. The destination address is stripped-off irom the data packet prior to transmission 
from WLP 60A to WLP 60B. The destination address is forwarded in a separate packet, as explained 
below. 

The wireless portion of the communication from the ftrst/source gateway to the 
second/destination gatev-/ay is actually from WLP 60A to WLP 60B (see: e.g., Gelman, col. 21, lines 17- 
18; col. 22, lines 26-26). This is how this wireless transmission is accomplished over a satellite link in 
Gelman which, regardless of any end result success in communicating from source 10 to destination 18, 
is the disciosure in Gelman. Gelman does not disclose any alternative transmission between its two 
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gateways and is thus constrained to its disciosed WLP wireless transmission. WLP causes its data 
packet to be transmitted WiTHOUT OESTiNATION ADDRESS as discussed in tlie Appeal Brief and 
augmented below. There is no rational way to argue around this deficiency tn Gelnian, 

As setfo* in Appellant s appeal bnef, Geiman's TABLE 5, in columns 21/22 clearly shows the 
format of various message types. Local address infonnatton and remote address tnfonnation are 
transmitted only In a CONNECT paci^et. This is not a data packet. The DATA paci^et is transmitted 
separately Irom, and subsequent to, the CONNECT packet as discussed in depth in Gelman, e.g., col. 
22, line 25 thraugh col. 23, line 55. The DATA packet includes only: message type, sending connection 
number, data length and data. .Ng.addresse^^ Therefore, Gelman cannot read on 

'transmitting the data pscket with the second destination address from the first address translator to a 
second address translator via the network " (emphasis added) Gelman may transmit a data packet from 
a first translator lo a second translator, but not with a '^second destination address" much less any 
address . 

it is irrelevant to the patentability issue in this appeal that after this WLP transmission of multiple 
packets associated with one data packet is accomplished that Geiman's destination address is somehow 
re-associated with Geiman's data packet, thereby allowing ultimate successiul communication to its 
destination server 18. Although Gelman may successfully accompiish a source 10 to destination 18 
communication, its operation still does not meet Appellant's claim language. Appellant disagrees with the 
Examiner s statement on page 20 "Whether Geiman's invention does this [getting the address from the 
first gateway to the second gateway! by using a routing table or some other means is uninjportant." To 
the contrafy, in order to use Gelman as a reference against Appellant's claims tt is important that 
Geiman's data packet transmitted from its WLP 60A to its WLP 6QB actually include addressing 
information with itself. But, it doesn't and that is a pivotal difference between Gelman and Appellant's 
claim 1 . 

Appellant is not suggesting that Gelman is completely irrelevant. After all, it does accomplish a 
similar communication from its source to its destination. But, Appellant is hereby strongly asserting that 
Geiman is fatally flawed as a reference with respect to the "transmitting" language of Appellant's claim 1. 
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Furthermore, Geiman's claim language reinforces its packet Iransmission activity in accordance 
with its TABLE 5 and highfigi-its its deficiency as a 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) reference against Appelianrs 
claims. Appellant brought this to the Examiner's attention in its amendment filed on June 6, 2006, {page 
14 thereof), and again in the Appeal Brief (page 13 thereof). However, Appellant's argument based on 
Geiman's claim language appears to have been ignored. The Examiner's Answer does not acknowledge 
or address these Gelman-claim-based arguments. 

• Gelman independent claim 1 9 says: "forwards the packets, without the packet 
addressing information, in the second protocol over the link." This is clear. 

• Geiman independent claim 20 says: "source and destination addresses having been 
removed from the packets." This ts also clear. 

• Gelman independent ciainis 21 and 49 each says: Ibrwardtng packets from the first 
gateway to the second gateway, and from the second gateway to the first gateway, using 
the second protocol, the packets having had addressing information removed." This is 
vety clear. 

Each of the.se Gelman claims supports Appellant's position. Appellant's argument based on these claims 
should not have been ignored because silence can be interpreted as acquiescence. 

On page 21 of the Examiner's Answer, the current Examiner attempts to provide an explanation 
of the rationale behind the previous Examiner's action In this prosecution. The current Examiner 
"assumes" that the reason why the previous Examiner viewed Geiman's Table 5 as ''merely extra 
information" is because the previous Examiner allegedly viewed a data packet "with" a second destination 
address as not including that address, much in the same way that the current Examiner views the "with" 
language, Hovrever, in reviewing the prosecution record concerning Gelman, it is clear to Appellant that 
the previous Examiner never mentioned, or even hinted, at that argument. Accordingly, there is no basis 
for that assumption. 

In this connection, Appellant believes that there cannot be a fair assessment of patentability of 
Appellant's ciairn 1 with respect to Gelman if only vague snippets of Gelman information, e.g., Geiman, 
col. 9, lines 24-25 and col. 7, lines 25-28, which are cited against the transmitting step of claim 1 
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(Examiner's Answer, pgs. 3-4), are relied upon, instead of reiying upon ail available, relevant information 
in Gelman. Therefore: the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) of claim 1 based on this vague and 
incomplete tnlormation in Gelman should be reversed, because clear and complete iniormatton is 
disclosed in Gelman which, if studied, would have eliminated Gelman as a prior art reference against 
claim 1 in the first place, 

in sum, Appellant submits that Gelman does not Include a destination address with its data 
packet during its wireless transmission from Its first address translator SNAT 64A to its second address 
translator SNAT 64B via WLP 60A and WLP 60B (see Gelman, Fig, 2) and, therefore, does not read on 
Appellant's claim 1. 

D}CT{ONARY DERNiTION OF "WITH" INCLUDES "It^CLUSiVE OF" 

Since the Examiners argument that the word "with" does not connote Including" is raised for the 
first time in this prosecution in the Examiner's Answer, to which this Reply is responsive, Appellant 
believes that it would be fair to look to an English language dictionary for guidance in helping to resolve 
that question. Appellant does not believe that submission of an English language dictionary definition 
should be viewed as "new evidence" at any time, since the English language is being used in each 
prosecution, ab initio, and particuiariy here in response to a definitional argument made for the first time. 
Nevertheless, Appellant does not submit a copy of that definition herewith in deference to the rule against 
submitting new evidence with respect to Reply Briefs. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, Appellant is aware that in Merriam Webster's Collegiate 
Dictionary, tenth edition, page 1359 thereof, the word "with" Is shown to have multiple meanings. One of 
them, #4b, is given as: "inclusive of." Therefore, "transmitting the data packet with the second destination 
address.,," can certainly mean "transmitting the data packet inclusive of the second destination 
address..." Although Appellant's claim language itself guaranteed inclusion of the destination address in 
the data packet, as explained above, this dictionary-definition confirmation is just additional weight in 
favor of interpreting Appellant's transmitting step as including the second destination address with the 
transmitted data packet. In contrast, as shown above in repetitive detail, Gelman does not include any 
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address with its data packet during its wireless transmission between its two transiators and tlierefore 
does not read on Appefiant's claim 1 . 

All independent claims recite a similar Itmitation to the ■transmitting" limitation of claim 1 
discussed above, in fact, independent claims 21 and 26 essentially recite receiving in ti'ie second 
translator from the first translator a data pac!<et "inciuding" an address, instead of "with - an address, 
where the principal argument presented against claim 1 in the Examiner's Answer Is completely irrelevant 
for these two claims. Therefore, ail independent claims are allowable for reasons given above, and all 
dependent claims are allowai^le by reason of their dependencies from allowable i^ase claims. 
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CONCLUSION 



Appellant respectfully submits that this Reply Bnef is directly responsive to issues raised in the 
Examiners Answer. Appellant respectfully requests that the Honorable Board reverse the final rejection 
of tiie claims under appeai for the reasons presented above. 

To the extent necessary and applicable, a petition ior an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 
1 .136 IS hereby niade. Piease charge any stiortage in fees due in connection with the filing of this paper, 
including extension of time \ees, to Deposit Account No. 07-2347 and please credit any excess fees to 
such deposit account. 



Date: August 29, 2007 
Verizon 

Patent Management Group 
1515 Courthouse Road. Suite 500 
Arlington. VA 22201-2909 
Tel: 703.351.3665 
CUSTOMER NO. 25537 



Respectful iy submitted. 



Verizon Corporate Service.? Group inc. 




Jo^Wali 
Reg. No. 25,648 
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